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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Final Report: Children and Family Services Review
(Southeast Service Area “Mini CFSR Review)

This document presents findings from tR&ini Child and Family Services Review (CFSR) foe t
Southeast Service Area. The Nebraska CQI (Contim@uality Improvement) team has identified
mini CFSR review as an important activity for assag the performance of each service area and the
state as a whole with regard to achieving posiivieomes for children and their families. Mini GES
reviews are scheduled to take place in each seave@once every quarter in year 2010 and 2011.

The Southeast Service area mini CFSR review wadumted on April 2%, 2010 to April 28, 2010.
The period under review for the onsite case revias April I, 2009 through April 8, 2010. The
findings were derived from file reviews of 14 cag@goster care and 6 in home cases) which were
randomly selected from all open child welfare castesome time during the period under review. The
reviews also included interviews with parents, atah, foster parents, CFS specialists, and other
service providers to assess items 17-20 withimdkiw tool.

Three (3) of the 14 cases were brought to the tadtenf DHHS for juvenile justice services and four
(4) of the cases were non court involved. The casgs from the following Southeast Service Area
offices: Lincoln, York, and Wahoo.

The review was completed by staff from DHHS and Qiuiome Reform provider KVC. 100% of the
cases were reviewed by the following second lexgkewers: Micaela Swigle and Sheila Kadoi.

Background Information

The mini CFSR is modeled after the Federal CFSkewes/and assesses the service area’s performance on
23 items relevant to seven outcomes.

With regards to outcomes, an overall rating of i8jtk or Area Needing Improvement (ANI) is assigied
each of the 23 items incorporated in the sevenoows depending on the percentage of cases thataece
a Strength rating in the onsite case review. Am itg assigned an overall rating of Strength if 85cpnt of
the applicable cases reviewed are rated as a HirdPgyformance ratings for each of the seven ouso
are based on item ratings for each case. A seavegemay be rated as having “substantially achiéved
“partially achieved,” or “not achieved” the outconée determination of whether a service area is in
substantial conformity with a particular outcoméased on the percentage of cases that were deesmi
to have substantially achieved that outcome. Ieiofor a service area to be in substantial confiyrmith

a particular outcome, 95 percent of the caseswedenust be rated as having substantially achigwed
outcome. The standard for substantial conformityaised on the standard set for Federal CFSR. The
standards are based on the belief that becauskvediifare agencies work with our country’s most
vulnerable children and families, only the high&sindards of performance should be acceptable. The
focus of the CFSR process is on continuous quiatiprovement; standards are set high to ensure nggoi
attention to the goal of achieving positive outcerfeg children and families with regard to safety,
permanency, and well-being.

A service area that is not in substantial confoymiith a particular outcome must work with theicd

CQI team to develop and implement a Program Impn=re Plan (PIP) to address the areas of concern
associated with that outcome.
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Key CFSR Findings Regar ding Outcomes

The 29 Mini CFSR identified several areas of high perfanoe in Southeast Service Area with regard to
achieving desired outcomes for children. The serai@a achieved substantial conformity in one ef th
seven CFSR outcomes. One hundred percent (100&8set that were applicable for Well-Being Outcome
2, children receive appropriate services to meat trducational needs, were rated as Substantially
Achieved. Although the service area did not achigwbstantial conformity with the other six outceme

the service area did achieve overall ratings afr&jth for the individual indicators pertaining épeat
maltreatment (item 2), foster care re-entry (itémsfability of foster care placement (item 6),qotay

children in close proximity to their parents (itdrh), and addressing mental/behavioral health nektthe
child(ren) (item 23).

The 29 Mini CFSR review also identified key areas of cemcwith regard to achieving outcomes for
children and families. Concerns were identifiedwitgard to Safety Outcome 2 (children are safely
maintained in their homes whenever possible andogpiate), which was substantially achieved in dsily
percent of the cases reviewed. The lowest ratitiginvthis outcome was for item 4 (risk assessmedt a
safety management), which was rated as a Strem@h percent of the cases reviewed.

Concerns were also identified with regards to Peenay Outcome 1, (children have permanency and
stability in their living situations) which was ssthntially achieved in only 13 percent of the cases
reviewed. Within Permanency Outcome 1, Southeasic®earea’s lowest ratings were for item 8
(reunification, guardianship, and permanent placemgth relatives) which was rated as a streng#is
percent of the cases reviewed and item 9 (adoptiamsch was rated as a Strength in 20 percerfief t
cases reviewed.

In addition, concerns also were identified withaefjto Well-Being Outcome 1 (families have enhanced
capacity to provide for children’s needs), whichsvgabstantially achieved in only 21 percent ofdhges
reviewed. The lowest ratings were for item 18 (@laihd family involvement in case planning), whicasw
rated as a Strength in 43 percent of the caseswed; item 19 (caseworker visits with child), whighs
rated as a Strength in 43 percent of the caseswed; and item 20 (caseworker visits with parept(s)
which was rated as a Strength in only 29 percetii@tases reviewed.

* Figures displayed in the tables within the repeaty not total 100 percent due to rounding.
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KEY FINDINGSRELATED TO OUTCOMES

|. SAFETY

Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, proted from abuse and neglect.

Status of Safety Outcome S1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 8 80%
Partially Achieved: 1 10%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 10%
Not Applicable: 4 29%

* Figures displayed in the table may not total 1@dcent due to rounding.

Item 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment

In assessing item 1, reviewers were to determingtiven the response to a maltreatment report
occurring during the period under review had begtrated in accordance with child welfare agency
policy. A new intake tool was implemented in 2Q@3ch is based upon a priority response model
with Priority 1 calling for a response by the warkethin 24 hours of the time that the report is
received by HHS. Priority 2 designated reportstargave face to face contact with the allegedmict
by Protection and Safety within 0 to 5 days from time the intake is received and Priority 3 has a
response time of 0-10 days.

Review Findings The assessment of item 1 was applicable for 1@eofl#} cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 8 (80%) of the applicable casdgaed as an area needing improvement in 2 (20%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:

» (3 foster care cases)
o In all 3 cases, the investigation was initiated ittmely manner and contacts with
the child(ren) was/were made in a timely manneogating to state policy.

* (5in home cases)
o In all 5 cases, the investigation was initiated itrmely manner and contacts with
the child(ren) was/were made in a timely manneogating to state policy.

Areas needing improvement:
* (1 foster care)
o0 Inthis one case, contacts with the child(ren)enest made in a timely manner
according to state policy and case file documenrtadid not indicate circumstances
that justified the delay.
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* (1in home case)
o Inthis one case, contacts with the child(ren) weremade in a timely manner
according to state policy and case file documemtatid not indicate circumstances
that justified the delay.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation needs to include reasons why contetiisthe child(ren) was/were not
completed in a timely manner according to statecyol

Item 2: Repeat maltreatment

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether there had been at least one
substantiated/inconclusive/petition to be filed tmegtment report during the period under reviewd, an
if so, whether another substantiated/inconclusetgtipn to be filed report occurred within a 6 mont
period before or after the report identified. Gasere considered not applicable for assessméme if
child or family had never had a maltreatment report

Review Findings The assessment of item 2 was applicable for 7eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in all 7(100%) applicable cases.

Strengths:
* (3 in home cases)
o In all three cases, there were no additional substadmaltreatment reports within
a 6 month period before or after the substantiatelireatment report that was
received during the period under review.

* (4 foster care cases)
o In all four cases, there were no additional sultiteedmaltreatment reports within
a 6 month period before or after the substantiatelireatment report that was
received during the period under review.

Reviewer Comments:
¢ Information was readily available to explain thectimstances and findings for any
maltreatment reports received within a 6 month gethefore and after any substantiated
maltreatment reports that were received duringpgbeod under review.

Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in thdiomes whenever possible and appropriate.

Status of Safety Outcome S2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 8 57%
Partially Achieved: 3 21%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 3 21%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

* Figures displayed in the table may not total 1@dcent due to rounding.

Southeast Service Area CFSR Report (April 2010eR8vi  page 5



Item 3: Servicesto family to protect child(ren) in home and prevent removal

For this item, reviewers were to assess whethegsponding to a substantiated/inconclusive/petition
to be filed maltreatment report or risk of harme #gency made diligent efforts to provide servioes
families to prevent removal of children from theomes while at the same time ensuring their safety.

Review Findings The assessment of item 3 was applicable for 1Beofl#} cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 10 (77%) of the applicable casdga@ed as an area needing improvement in 3 (23%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
* (3 in home cases)
o In all three cases, documentation indicates thhbme safety and other services
were provided in order to protect the children arelvent their entry into foster
care.

* (7 out of home cases)

o0 Inone case, in home safety and other services prexeded after the child was
reunified with the parent(s).

o Intwo of the cases, the child was removed fromhity@e due to their own
behaviors and the need for higher level of caratifled through YLS and CCAA
assessments.

o In 4 of the cases, the child(ren) was/were remdkad the home due to safety
reasons.

» In two of the cases, the target child was removeunhfthe mother shortly
after birth due to safety reasons. In one of tees, the department was
already involved with the family and had been pdowy services to the
mother to address the needs of her older childranvwere already in foster
care.In the other case, the child was born to a mother was incarcerated
and NOT approved for the nursery program in thegoridue to her violent
behavior.

= |n two other cases, the children were removed fitterhome due to safety
reasons resulting from the parent’s neglectful bemand lack of
engagement in services offered by the departmemnett their needs.

Areas needing improvement:
* (2 in home cases)

o In both cases, while the children remained in thed, there were concerns
throughout the period under review that the cursaféty plan was continually
being violated. Reviewers were unable to find exk of an updated safety plan,
assessment of needs and modification of servicesdier to keep the children safe
at home. In both instances, the assessment cattthdt the children were safe as
a result of services that were put in place. Wihieeassessment indicated that the
children were safe, the department implementedyspfans which involved the
parent(s) as the primary safety plan participantslaft in charge of the safety of
their children.

» (1 foster care case)

o Inthis one case, the child was reunited with thanent during the period under
review and the reviewer was unable to find an ugdiaafety assessment or an
updated safety plan to reflect how safety threasewo be managed.
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Reviewer Comments:

&~ In most cases, there was evidence to supportthabime safety services (drop in Vvisits)
and other services to enhance parent protectiveaciips were provided for the parents.

&~ Safety determination should be made by conside@sg circumstances absent of
department intervention. Safety plans should béeamented in cases in which the children
are determined to be unsafe in their current cirstamces and without services and
intervention from the department.

&~ If there are safety concerns related to the parahisn the parents should not be left in
charge of managing safety for their children.

Item 4: Risk assessment and safety management

The assessment of Item 4 required reviewers tardete whether DHHS had made, or was making,
diligent efforts to reduce the risk of harm to teldren involved in each case. Reviewers ratésl th
item as a Strength if the agency terminated thkel'shparent’s rights as a means of decreasingaisk
harm for the child (for example, a termination @rgntal rights would prevent a child from being
returned to a home in which the child would beigk)rand has taken action to minimize other rigks t
the child (for example, preventing contact withiunduals who pose a risk to the child’s safetyj.al
case is/was open for services for a reason otlagr dhcourt substantiated, inconclusive, petitiobgo
filed or unfounded report of abuse or neglect,ppasent risk of harm to the child(ren) (for exampgle
juvenile justice case), reviewers were to docuntigistinformation and rate the item as not applieabl
Note, however, that for a child(ren) noted as ailicin need of supervision” or “delinquent”,
reviewers were to explore and determine whethaethas a risk of harm to the child, in addition to
the other reasons the case may have been opemadioprating it as not applicable. Cases were not
applicable for assessment of this item if there m@surrent or prior risk of harm to the childrentie
family.

Review Findings The assessment of item 4 was applicable for atlakés. This item was rated as a
strength in 8 (57%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 6 (43%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, the file contained enough infation to support ongoing risk and
safety assessment for the target child while itefosare and his/her siblings that
remained in the home. Documentation indicateriblaand safety assessments
were formally or informally completed and safetanqd adjusted as safety threats
increased or decreased.

* (3 in home cases)

o In all three cases, the file contained enough matdion to support ongoing risk and
safety assessments for the child(ren) while placéde care of their parents.
Documentation indicates that risk and safety assests were formally or
informally completed and safety plans adjustedadsty threats increased or
decreased.

Areas needing improvement:
» (3 foster care cases)
o In all three cases, reviewers were unable to findesce of ongoing risk and safety
assessments. In one of the cases, a safety agsesgas not completed prior to the
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child being reunified with their parent(s). In twbthe cases, the file did not
contain an updated safety assessment or an upskftsg plan.

* (3 in home cases)

o In all three cases, the reviewers were unablentbdiny additional formal or
informal ongoing safety assessments beyond thaliagsessment that resulted in
the case opening. Furthermore, there was minim@lmentation of contacts
between the worker and the children/family andeesrs were unable to determine
if an ongoing risk assessment was conducted. a@é cases, there was evidence
of safety plan violations, however, the safety plaas not adjusted or updated to
ensure safety of the children.

Reviewer Comments:

s~ \Workers need to utilize the Nebraska Safety Intgime System (Safety Model) to assess
risk and improve safety interventions with childeerd families.

&~ Workers need to continually assess risk and sal#tiyng face to face contacts with the
child, parent(s) and foster parents. Assessmenslofind safety should be very well
documented in the narratives provided for requicedtacts with the child, parents and
foster parents.

. PERMANENCY
Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stabilitytheir living situations.

Status of Per manency Outcome P1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 1 13%
Partially Achieved: 7 88%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 6 43%

* Figures displayed in the table may not total 1@dcent due to rounding.

Item 5: Foster carere-entries

Reviewers rated this assessment Strength if ddnegeriod under review a child did not have an
entry into care within a 12-month period from bethgcharged from another entry into foster care.
Reviewers also rated this item as a Strengthefantry was an isolated incident during which the
agency did what was reasonable to manage thediiskving reunification but the child re-entered
care for another reason (for example, the deathpafrent). Reviewers rated this item as an Area
Needing Improvement if re-entries occurring withid2-month period were due to the same general
reasons or same perpetrators. Reviewers ratedehisas Not Applicable due to the following
reasons: (1) the child entered foster care before remained in foster care during, the perioceund
review; or (2) the child entered foster care befared exited foster care during, the period under
review and there was not another entry into foséee during the period under review.

Review Findings The assessment of item 5 was applicable for 6eoflthcases. This item was rated
as strength in all 6 (100%) applicable cases.
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Strengths:
» (6 foster care cases)
o In all six cases, the child did not enter fosteeaaithin a 12-month period from
being discharged from another entry into fostee car most instances, the child
entered foster care for the first time during tleeigd under review.

Item 6: Stability of foster care placement

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether the child experienced multiple placement
changes during the period under review, and iid@ther the changes in placement settings were
necessary to achieve the child’s permanency goaleat the child’s service needs.

Review Findings The assessment of item 6 was applicable for 8eflthcases. This item was rated
as strength in all 8 (100%) applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (8 foster care cases)

o Intwo of the cases, the file indicated that thiddchas experienced only one
placement setting and remained in the same foatergacement which was
meeting their needs until they were successfullyited with their parent(s).

o Inthree of the cases, the file indicated thatc&l experienced only one placement
setting and remains in the same foster care platewtdch is currently stable and
meeting all of their needs.

o Inthree of the cases, even though the child egpeed more than one placement
change, these placement changes were necessadgem® provide for the child’s
treatment needs.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Reasons for placement changes were documented fiteth
¢ Reviewers were able to determine that the placectariges were in the best interest of
the child and necessary to achieve the child’s per@ncy goals and or meet the child’s
specific needs.

Item 7: Permanency goal for child

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether DHHS had established an appropriate
permanency goal for the child in a timely mannec|uding filing for termination of parental rights
when relevant. Reviewers examined the appropeatenf a goal that ultimately rules out adoption,
guardianship, or return to family. Reviewers asedsvhether the child’s best interests were
thoroughly considered by DHHS in setting a goabthier planned living arrangement, and that such a
decision is /was continually reviewed for ongoimgppriateness. Cases were assigned a rating of
Strength for this item when reviewers determined DHHS had established an appropriate
permanency goal in a timely manner. Cases wergreska rating of Area Needing Improvement
when goals of reunification were not changed imeely manner when it was apparent that
reunification was unlikely to happen, terminatidrparental rights was not filed when the child had
been foster care for 15 of the past 22 months antbmpelling reasons were noted in the file, or the
goal established for the child was not appropria&ases were identified as Not Applicable if théd
was not in foster care.

Review Findings The assessment of item 7 was applicable for 8eflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in 5 (63%) of the applicable casdsaed as an area needing improvement in 3 (38%)
of the applicable cases.
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Strengths:
» (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, the child’s permanency goalsenestablished in a timely manner,
documented in the case file, and were appropratiee child’s needs for
permanency. In each instance the child had beeareless than 15 of the most
recent 22 months and the case did not meet any ASiEia for termination of
parental rights.

Areas needing improvement:
» (3 foster care cases)

o In all three cases, although the permanency plaewfification was the appropriate
plan for the child’s needs and case circumstartbegjoal of reunification was not
established within 60 days of the child’s entryifdster care. In one of these cases,
reviewers were unable to determine why a concugeal of adoption was
established for the child when documentation ineidahat the child’s father was
available and seeking placement of the child. dthkel was placed with their father
16 days after entering foster care.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Permanency goals need to be identified in the Ghse

¢~ The first permanency goal for the child should s&blished within 60 days from the
child’s entry into foster care.

¢~ Case file documentation needs to reflect any chamgease plan goals.

& Case file documentation needs to include all infatton regarding termination of parental
rights (TPR) for children who have been in fostarecat least 15 out of the most recent 22
months. Documentation should include evidence titigpefor TPR and or documentation
of compelling reasons for not filing for TPR.

Item 8: Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Placement with Relatives

In assessing these cases reviewers determinedevidttHS had achieved children’s goals of
reunification, guardianship or placement with rieked in a timely manner. If the goals had not been
achieved in a timely manner reviewers determinedtiddr DHHS had made diligent efforts to achieve
the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of item 8 was applicable for 7eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in 3 (43%) of the applicable casdgaed as an area needing improvement in 4 (57%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (3 foster care cases)

o In all three cases, documentation indicated tHattsfwere made to achieve the
child’s permanency goal of reunification. In twbtleese cases, the child had been
in foster care less than 12 months and the pavesTis actively involved in services
and working toward reunification. In one of thesses, the child was successfully
reunited with their parent and the agency contirtogatovide services to meet the
goal of family preservation.
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Areas needing improvement:
* (4 foster care cases)
o0 While efforts were being made to achieve the pringgral of reunification in three
of the cases, there was no evidence that the agespddressing the concurrent
goal of guardianship that had been establishethéchild.
o In one of the cases, the child has been in ouboféhcare for longer than 12 months
and while there was a concurrent goal of adoptstaldished for the child, there
was no documentation of efforts to achieve the gbadoption.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation should clearly explain the agencyjfarts in achieving ALIpermanency
goals established for the child.

&~ If the child has been in foster care for longerrtti2 months, documentation should also
include information regarding barriers or particul@ircumstances to justify the delay in
achieving the child’s permanency goal.

¢ The agency should be making active efforts to aehid L permanency goals (primary and
concurrent goals) established for the child. Reersahad a difficult time finding
information to support agency’s efforts to achiewvacurrentgoals that were established.

Item 9: Adoption
In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether appropriate and timely efforts (within 24

months of the most recent entry into foster caae) been or were being made to achieve finalized
adoption.

Review Findings The assessment of item 9 was applicable for 5eoflthcases. This item was rated
as a strength in 1 (20%) of the applicable casdsaed as an area needing improvement in 4 (80%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (1 foster care case)
o Concerted efforts were made to achieve the chddigcurrent goal of adoption.
The department accepted relinquishments from batérps four months after the
child was born and placed in foster care.

Areas needing improvement:
* (4 foster care cases)

o In all four cases, there was a concurrent goatlopton established at the same
time that the primary goal of reunification wasagdished for the child. However,
there was no evidence in the file to support thatdoncurrent goal of adoption was
being addressed by the agency.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation should clearly explain the agencyfarts to achieve ALL permanency
goals established for the child.
&~ If the child has been in foster care for longerrtti2 months, documentation should also
include information regarding barriers or particul@ircumstances to justify the delay in
achieving the child’s permanency goal.
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¢ If the permanency goal of adoption was not achienétht months or is not likely to be
achieved in 24 months of the date of the child’stmecent entry into foster care, then the
documentation in the file should include particutaicumstances that warrant the delay.

Item 10: Permanency goal of other planned permanent living arrangement

Reviewers determined whether the agency had magdaesmaking diligent efforts to assist children
in attaining their goals related to other plannethpanent living arrangements (Independent Living,
Self-Sufficiency or Family Preservation).

Review Findings The assessment of item 10 was not applicable fddatases. None of the cases
involved a permanency goal of other planned permianeng arrangement.

Status of Per manency Outcome P2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 4 50%
Partially Achieved: 4 50%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 6 43%

* Figures displayed in the table may not total 1@dcent due to rounding.

Item 11: Proximity of foster care placement

Reviewers were to determine whether the child’'ssiosare setting was in close proximity to the
child’s parents or close relatives. Cases detexchin be not applicable were those in which
termination of parental rights had been complet&at po the period under review, or in which cortac
with parents was not considered to be in the chib@¥st interest.

Review Findings The assessment of item 11 was applicable for Beol#h cases. This item was rated
as a strength in all 8 (100%) applicable cases.

Strengths:

» (8 foster care cases)
o In six of the cases, the child was placed in treesaommunity as their parent(s).

o Intwo of the cases the child was placed in aneat facility approximately 1 hour
away from the parent(s). Documentation indicaked the parents were involved
with the child’s treatment and had frequent corstadth the child during the period
under review.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should include information regardiagation of foster care placement and

its proximity to the parent(s).

Item 12: Placement with siblings
Reviewers were to determine whether siblings wetead been placed together and if not, was

separation necessary to meet the needs (serveadeaiy needs) of one or more of the children.
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Review Findings The assessment of item 12 was applicable for Beoll#h cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 2 (67%) of the applicable casdsaed as an area needing improvement in 1 (33%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (2 foster care cases)
o In both cases, the child was placed in the santerfeare with his/her siblings
during the period under review.

Areas needing improvement:
» (1 foster care case)
o There was no documentation in the file to explaltywhe siblings were not placed
together or indication that the agency tried taelall the siblings together.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should explain the agency’s effargglace all siblings together and
address the circumstances or reasons for not ptpalhsiblings together.

Item 13: Visiting with parents and siblingsin foster care

In assessing this item reviewers determined whé#iS had or was making diligent efforts to
facilitate visitations between children in fostare and their parents and siblings. Reviewers also
determined whether these visits typically occurth sufficient frequency to meet the needs of the
children and families. Non applicable cases wieosé where the child had no siblings in foster care
if the parents could not be located, and/or iftaisbn with the parents was considered not in &gt b
interests of the child. Reviewers rated this ifemthe period under review based on the individual
needs of the child and family, rather than on ti&HS policy regarding visitation. The DHHS
visitation guidebook recommends a minimum of orsgt \@very two weeks between child and parent
unless it would not be in the child’s best intetestause the parent is the perpetrator of sevesiqaly
abuse or sexual abuse. DHHS Policy requires thigs placed separately must have a minimum of
one visit per month. Other forms of communicatieiuding phone calls and letters are strongly
encouraged.

Review Findings The assessment of item 13 was applicable for Beol#t cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 4 (50%) of the applicable casdsaed as an area needing improvement in 4 (50%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (4 foster care cases)

o Documentation in all four cases indicated thatftaguency and quality of the visits
were sufficient to promote continuity of parentldirelationships. In these
instances, the child was either placed in the daster home with their sibling or
did not have any other siblings in foster care.

Areas needing improvement:
» (4 foster care cases)

o Inthree of the cases, the reviewers were unalfiadany documentation of active
efforts to locate and involve the father in visiias with their child. Reviewers
were also unable to determine the frequency antitgjoé visitations between the
child and their mother in one of these cases dlactoof a visitation plan and
documentation regarding visits between the childi their mother.

Southeast Service Area CFSR Report (April 2010e®8vi  page 13



0 In one case, the reviewers were able to find datien plan on file, however, there
was no documentation found regarding actual frequend quality of visitations
between the child and their parents.

Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation should explain the frequency of wisétween the child and his/her parents
(mother and/or father when applicable) and thealaihd his or her siblings if the child has
a sibling who is also in foster care but is in #felient placement.

& Documentation should explain the quality of visg$ween the child and his/her parents
(mother and/or father when applicable) and thedlaihd his or her siblings if the child has
a sibling who is also in foster care but is in #&e&lient placement. Documentation should
address how the quality of the visit was sufficterthaintain continuity of relationships.

Item 14: Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether DHHS had or was matkiigent efforts to preserve the child’s

primary connection and characteristics while indosare. Reviewers had to make a professional
judgment about the child’s primary connections trah explore whether those connections have been
preserved through case planning and service dgliver

Review Findings The assessment of item 14 was applicable for Beol#t cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 5 (63%) of the applicable casdgaed as an area needing improvement in 3 (38%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (5 foster care cases)
o In all five cases, the files contained documentatibefforts made by the
department to maintain the child’s connectionsisocbommunity, faith, extended
family, friends, tribe and any other connectionpamant to the child.

Areas needing improvement:
» (3 foster care cases)

o In one of the cases, the reviewers were unabl@dodiocumentation regarding
efforts to preserve the child’s relationship wittemded family. The reviewers were
also unable to find efforts to notify the tribe awdough documentation indicates
that the child may be eligible for membership vathpecific tribe.

o Intwo other cases, the reviewers were unablentbdiforts to maintain the child’'s
important connections (i.e. school and communipivement).

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation needs to include the child’s impartamnections and efforts made by the
department to preserve those connections.
&~ Documentation should include information to supgbat sufficient inquiry was conducted
with bothmother and father and relatives to determine wéeth not the child may be a
member of or eligible for membership in an Indighd.

Item 15: Relative placement

Reviewers had to focus on the title IV-E provistbat requires States to consider giving preferéoce
placing the child with relatives, and determine thiee the State considered such a placement and how
(for example, seeking out and evaluating the chitdlatives). Relatives include non-custodial

parents, such as fathers not in the home, if agiplecto the case. Reviewers had to determine the
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extent to which the agency identified relatives wiaol some reasonable degree of relationship with
the child and with whom the child might reside. efédid not need to be in the case record a formal
evaluation of relatives with whom the child migaside, but for reviewers to have answered “yes”
evidence must exist, through either the case dootatien or the case interviews, that relatives were
evaluated and considered. Reviewers rated thmsatea Strength if (1) the agency assessed thr@<chil
needs and determined that he/she required speciatssand (2) the agency assessed potential
relative placements and determined that the relggiscements did not have the capacity to meet the
child’s needs. Reviewers rated this item as angtheunless no efforts were made to locate or ifjent
relatives for placement, or placement with a farkilpwn to the child. Reviewers rated this item as
not applicable if (1) the agency determined upandhild’s initial entry into care that his/her need
required residential treatment services and aivelalacement would be inappropriate, or (2) if
relatives were unable to be identified despiteadpency’s diligent efforts to do so, or in situas®uch
as abandonment in which the identity of the parantkrelatives remains unknown despite efforts to
identify them. Reviewers were to check not apjblieaf the child was placed with relatives.

Review Findings The assessment of item 15 was applicable for Beoll#t cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 4 (67%) of the applicable casdgaed as an area needing improvement in 2 (33%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
* (4 foster care cases)

o Documentation supports that the child was placeHd arelative in two of the cases.

o In one case, the child’s maternal relatives weterd@ned to be inappropriate
placements for the child. The child entered fosége in May of 2009 and
paternity was not established until January of 2&1Which time, the department
began ICPC process in order to place the child éthbiological father who lived
out of state.

o In one other case, the maternal relatives weremeted to be inappropriate
placements for the child. The department is culyemorking with the child’'s
paternal grandmother to obtain a larger residemcgder to accommodate the child
and her siblings.

Areas needing improvement:
» (2 foster care cases)

o In one of the cases, there was documentation tpostifhat maternal relatives were
identified. However, there was no documentatiothanfile to explain why the child
was not placed with relatives.

o Inthe other case, there was no documentationgpatithe agency’s efforts to identify
the child’s maternal and paternal relatives.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation should clearly indicate the ageneyferts to identify, locate and evaluate
maternal and/or paternal relatives as potentialqgdenents for the child.
& If the child is not placed with relatives, the dowmntation should include the reason for not
placing the child with relatives (i.e. relativesn@eainwilling to provide placement, relatives
were ruled out or determined to be inappropriatagement options for the child etc.)

Item 16: Relationship of child in carewith parents

In assessing this item, reviewers determined ifetleas evidence of a strong, emotionally supportive
relationship between the child in foster care dreddhild’s parents during the period under review.
Reviewers assigned a rating of Strength for tleisiitvhen there was evidence of regular visitation
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between parent and child. Reviewers assignedrayrat Area Needing Improvement when they
determined the agency had not made diligent efforssipport the child’s relationship with the fathe
or mother. A case was considered not applicaldadlationship with the child’s parents was camytra
to the child’s safety or best interest during tleeigd under review.

Review Findings The assessment of item 16 was applicable for Beol#t cases. This item was rated
as a strength in 4 (50%) of the applicable casdgaed as an area needing improvement in 4 (50%)
of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
* (4 foster care cases)
o In all four cases, documentation supports thatrefiwere made to support and
maintain a positive and nurturing relationship begw the child in foster care and
their mother and/or father.

Areas needing improvement:
» (4 foster care cases)
o In one of the cases, there was no documentati@raeg any attempts to
support and maintain a positive relationship betwtbe child and his parents
(mother and father).
o Inthree of the cases, there was no documentatigarding any attempts to
support and maintain a positive relationship betwtbe child and his/her father.

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should indicate the agency'’s efftarigrovide opportunities or support
additional activities to help support, strengthenmaintain parent-child relationships.
Documentation should address mother and/or fathexdationships as determined
applicable due to case circumstances.
¢~ The additional activities referenced here are thostside of planned visitation between
parent and child and would include the following:

» Parent participation in the child’s school actiat, attendance at
doctor’s appointments, engagement in after schoektracurricular
activities.

» Agency efforts to arrange for or provide transpaida for the parent to
attend activities mentioned above.

* Opportunities for therapeutic situations to stremgt parent child
relationships.

* Encourage foster parents to provide mentoring oveeas a role model
to parents.
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[Il.  WELL-BEING
Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity topde for their children’s needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 3 21%
Partially Achieved: 8 57%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 3 21%
Not Applicable: 0 0%

* Figures displayed in the table may not total 1@@cent due to rounding.

Item 17: Needsand services of child, parents, foster parents

In assessing item 17, reviewers were to determimetiver DHHS adequately assessed the needs of
children, parents and foster parents AND providedservices to meet those needs. Reviewers rated
item 17 as a strength if (1) a needs assessmertamasicted for the child(ren), parents, and foster
parents, and (2) appropriate services were provideelation to the identified needs of the targfaitd

in foster care cases, or for all children in in-loases. Education and physical or mental health
services to the target child were not rated fos item (these are rated in items 21, 22, and 23).
Reviewers had to document whether these servicespvevided to parents.

Review Findings The assessment of item 17 was applicable for atlab&s. This item was rated as a
strength in 8 (57%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 6 (43%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (4 foster care cases)

o Inthese four foster care cases, there were cattefforts to assess the needs of the
target child, foster parents and parents (mothérfatmer when applicable) and
appropriate services were implemented to addrésdeattified needs.

* (4 in home cases)

o Inthese four in-home cases, there were conceftedseto assess the needs of all
children living in the home as well as the pardnisther and father when
applicable) and appropriate services were impleetetd address all identified
needs.

Areas needing improvement:
* (4 foster care cases)

o Inthree of the cases, the reviewers were unalfiadanformation to support that
the needs of the child’s father were assesseceatifted. In general reviewers
were unable to find documentation to support trenay's efforts to locate and/or
involve the father in all three cases.

o In one of the cases, the reviewers were unabl@dariformation to support that the
needs of the foster parent were assessed or igentif
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* (2 in home cases)
o In both cases, the department made efforts to sssesprovide services to meet the

children’s needs. However, documentation indicatéatk of effort in assessing
and providing the needs of the parents (motheroaridther when applicable).

Reviewer Comments:

¢~ Documentation should include detailed informatidnhe agency’s efforts to achieve an in
depth understanding of the needs of the child andly regardless of whether needs were
assessed in a formal or informal manner.

& It is not enough to simply note that an assessmaatcompleted, it is important that
enough information is documented regarding adequdidiie assessment.

&~ Needs should be clearly identified and documented.

&~ Services should be clearly identified and shouldcin&entified needs.

Item 18: Child and family involvement in case planning

In assessing this item reviewers were to determimether the agency actively involved the parent(s),
guardian, child(ren) and other people identifiedhoy family in the case planning activities relevian
the current case plan. A determination of involeatrin case planning required that a parent
(guardian) and the child (older than 8 and notpac#tated) had actively participated in identifyig
services and goals for the case plan.

Review Findings The assessment of item 18 was applicable for atlab&s. This item was rated as a
strength in 6 (43%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 8 (57%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (4 foster care case)

o In all four cases, the reviewers determined thagmémpplicable the mother, father
and target child were actively involved in the depenent and evaluation of case
plan goals.

* (2 in home cases)

o In both in-home cases, the reviewers determinethitth the mother and father
were actively involved in the development and eaatin of case plan goals. The
children were too young to be involved in the gals@ning process.

Areas needing improvement:
» (4 foster care case)

o In one of the cases, reviewers were unable tomeéterthe level of involvement by
the mother in the development and evaluation of péan goals.

o Inthree of the cases, reviewers were unable tbdocumentation of any efforts to
involve the child’s biological father in the devphoent and evaluation of case plan
goals.

* (4 in home cases)

o Intwo of the in-home cases, there was no evidehtee father’s involvement in
the development and evaluation of case plan goals.

o Intwo of the cases, there was minimal documemaifdfamily team meetings and
reviewers were unable to find information to suppmgoing and active
involvement by the parents in the development aradiation of case plan goals.
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Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation and interviews should clearly idgmtiife extent to which the child (if
developmentally appropriate) was involved in detamg: (1) his or her strengths and
needs, (2) the type and level of services nee@gdn( his or her goals and progress
towards them.

¢ Documentation and interviewers should clearly idgrthe extent to which the parents
(mother and/or father) whenever appropriate/apphieawere involved in (1) identifying
strengths and needs, (2) identifying services andice providers, (3) establishing case
plan goals, (4) evaluating progress toward goalsj 45) discussing the case plan in case
planning meetings.

Item 19: Worker visitswith child
Reviewers were to determine the typical patterigifs between the worker and child and if these

visits were sufficient to ensure adequate monitpahthe child’s safety and well being. Reviewers
were also to determine whether visits focused smds pertinent to case planning, service delivery,
and achievement of the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of item 19 was applicable for atlab&s. This item was rated as a
strength in 6 (43%) of the applicable cases aretirat an area needing improvement in 8 (57%) of the
applicable cases.

Strengths:

» (5 foster care cases)
o In all five cases, the frequency and quality oftgibetween the caseworker and the

target child were sufficient to ensure safety, parmency and wellbeing of the child
and achieve case plan goals.
* (1in home case)

o Inthe one in-home case, the worker had face ® ¢aatacts with all of the children
living in the home. The frequency and quality cfits between the caseworker and
each child were sufficient to ensure safety, peenay and wellbeing of the
children and achieve case plan goals.

Areas needing improvement:

» (3 foster care cases)
o In all three cases, the typical pattern of vistatbetween the caseworker and the

target child was less than once a month. In alldltases, the reviewers were
unable to determine the quality of visits due tklaf information in the file and
during the interviews.

* (5in home cases)

o In all five cases, the reviewers determined thattyfpical pattern of visitation
between the worker and the child(ren) was less timae a month. Furthermore, the
reviewers were unable to determine from case dontatien if the quality of the
visits with the child(ren) were sufficient to enswgafety, permanency, wellbeing
and achieve case plan goals.

» In three of these cases, the current caseworkeregastly assigned the case
and was unable to provide more information regaytick of contact with
the children prior to the worker taking over theea

= In one of the cases, the mother confirmed the ¢ddontact between the
worker and the child during the period under review
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Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should address the frequency of warkesits with the child. If the face to

face contact between the worker and the child wss than once a month, the
documentation should include reasons why the fadade contact between the worker and
child did not occur.

¢~ Documentation should include enough informatioddtermine that the quality of the visit
between the worker and the child were sufficier@ddress issues pertaining to safety,
permanency, and well-being of the child and pronaatéevement of case plan goals. Itis
important to document length of visit, locationvidit and items that were discussed during
the visits.

Item 20: Worker visitswith parents

Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworkesulffadent face to face contact with parents to
encourage attainment of their children’s permaneyoat while ensuring safety and well being. Cases
were not applicable for this item if parental rightad been terminated prior to the period undeevev
and parents were no longer involved in the livethefchildren.

Review Findings The assessment of item 20 was applicable for atlakés. This item was rated as a
strength in 4 (29%) of the applicable cases aretiras an area needing improvement in 10 (71%) of
the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (3 foster care cases)

o In all three cases there was evidence that theiémry and quality of visits between
caseworkers and the parents (mother and/or fadiéng child(ren) were sufficient
to ensure the safety, permanency, and well-beingeo€hildren and promote
achievement of case plan goals.

* (1 in home case)

o0 Inthis one case, there was evidence that the déreqyuand quality of visits between
caseworkers and the parents (mother and/or fatvexg sufficient to ensure the
safety, permanency, and well-being of the childred promote achievement of
case plan goals.

Areas needing improvement:
» (5 foster cases)

o Intwo of the cases, documentation in the file enterviews with the parent(s)
indicated that the frequency of visits were lessmtbnce a month and the quality of
the visits were not sufficient to ensure the safpgrmanency, and well-being of the
children and promote achievement of case plan goals

o Inthree of the cases, there was no documentatieffarts to locate or meet with
the child’s father during the period under reviéwtwo of these cases the
frequency and quality of the contacts between tbekar and the child’s mother
was not sufficient to ensure the safety, permanesroy well-being of the children
and promote achievement of case plan goals.

* (5in home cases)

o In all five cases, documentation in the file indezhthat the frequency of visits
between the caseworker and the child(ren)’s mathdror father was less than once
a month and the quality of visits were not sufintieo ensure the safety,
permanency, and well-being of the children and mtenachievement of case goals.

Southeast Service Area CFSR Report (April 2010e®8vi  page 20



= |n three of these cases, the current caseworkeragastly assigned the case
and was unable to provide more information regaytick of contact with
the parents prior to the worker taking over theecas

Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation should clearly address the frequeriayorker’s visits with the parents

(mother and/or father) as determined to be applieand appropriate. If the face to face

contact between the worker and the parent wastlessonce a month, the documentation

should include reasons why the face to face cofeivteen the worker and parent did not
occur.

» If the reason for lack of contact with the parentue to the parent's whereabouts
being unknown, the file needs to include enougirimdtion regarding the departments
efforts to locate and involve the parent.

¢~ Documentation should include enough informatioddtermine that the quality of the visit
between the worker and the parent were sufficizmaididress issues pertaining to safety,
permanency, and well-being of the child and pronaatéevement of case plan goals. Itis
important to document the length of visit, locatafrvisit and items that were discussed
during the visits.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB?2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 8 100%
Partially Achieved: 0 0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0%
Not Applicable: 6 43%

* Figures displayed in the table may not total 1@@cent due to rounding.

Item 21: Educational needs of the child

When addressing educational issues for familiesivetg in-home services, reviewers considered
whether the educational needs are/were relevahetoeason why the agency is/was involved with the
family, and whether the need to address educatissas is/was a reasonable expectation given the
circumstances of the agency’s involvement withfémily. (If not, reviewers rated item 21 as not
applicable.) Reviewers rated this item as a Streri@l) the agency made extensive efforts to adslr
the child’s educational needs and the school systaswunresponsive, especially if the problems are
with a local school or jurisdiction; (2) if the dfhiren)’s educational needs were assessed and
addressed, including cases where the educatioc@id®were missing and the reasons why; or (3) if
the agency conducted an assessment of educatssnali and determined that there were no problems
in that area, nor any need for educational services

Review Findings The assessment of item 21 was applicable for Beol#t cases. This item was rated
as a strength in all 8 (100%) applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (5 foster care and 3 in home cases)
o In all eight cases, there was evidence that tHd(cen)’s current educational needs
were assessed and services were provided to negeified needs.
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Reviewer Comments:
¢~ Documentation addressed the agency’s efforts tesasthe child’s educational needs and
provide services to meet those needs.

Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate servicemtet their physical and mental health needs.
Status of Well-Being Outcome WB3;

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 8 62%
Partially Achieved: 3 23%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 15%
Not Applicable: 1 7%

* Figures displayed in the table may not total 1@@cent due to rounding.

Item 22: Physical health of the child

When addressing health issues for families recginFhome services, reviewers considered whether
the physical health needs are/were relevant toggon why the agency is/was involved with the
family and whether the need to address physicdthhssues is/was a reasonable expectation given th
circumstances of the agency’s involvement withfémeily. (If not, reviewers rated this item as not
applicable.) For example, if a child became knaavthe agency and was determined to be in need of
in-home services at least partly as a result objgay abuse or sexual abuse, then it is reasobt@able
expect the agency to provide services to ensutdahbahild receives the appropriate physical lealt
services. Reviewers rated this item as a Strahtjte agency conducted an assessment of physical
health and determined that there were no problertisait area, nor any need for physical health
services.

Review Findings The assessment of item 22 was applicable for 1heoi4 cases. This item was
rated as a strength in 6 (55%) of the applicabées@and rated as an area needing improvement in 5
(45%) of the applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, the documentation indicated thatagency conducted an
assessment of the target child’s physical and tlaetdth needs and provided
appropriate services to meet all identified needs.

* (1in home cases)

o Inthis one in home case, there was documentatisnpport that the agency
conducted an assessment of all of the child(repf)isical and dental health
needs and provided appropriate services to meetifigel needs.

Areas needing improvement:
» (3 foster care cases)

o Inthese three cases, the reviewers were unalfiledtdocumentation of an
assessment of the target child’s dental healthsxdedne of these cases, there
was also no documentation of an assessment céuthettchild’s physical health
needs.
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* (2 in home cases)
0 Inthese two cases, reviewers were unable to fowdichentation of assessments
of the child(ren)’s physical and dental health aageds.

Reviewer Comments:

&~ Documentation should address the agency’s efforéssess the child’s physical and dental
health needs.

&~ Documentation should indicate the agency’s efftortaddress the child’s physical and
dental health needs as identified in the assessrteninot enough to simply state the date
of the examinations. Documentation should inclingeresults of both physical and dental
examinations and services that were provided ta theeneeds that were identified during
those examinations.

Item 23: Mental health of the child

Reviewers were to determine whether during theopasnder review, (1) mental health needs had
been appropriately assessed, and (2) appropriateeeto address those needs had been offered or
provided. Reviewers rated this item as a strerfgtieiagency conducted an assessment of the child’s
mental health and determined that there were ndahkealth needs or that appropriate services were
provided to meet all identified mental health nee@sases were not applicable if the child was too
young for an assessment of mental health needshm ieviewer determined that there was no reason
to expect that, during the period under review,apency would address mental/behavioral health
issues for the child(ren), given the circumstarafabe case.

Review Findings The assessment of item 23 was applicable for Beollt cases. This item was rated
as a strength in all 9 (100%) applicable cases.

Strengths:
» (5 foster care cases)
o In all five cases, the documentation indicated thatagency conducted an
assessment of the target child’s mental healthpameided appropriate services
to meet all of the child’s identified mental/beharal health needs.

* (4 in home cases)

o In all four cases, the documentation indicated ti@tagency conducted
assessments of the child(ren)’s mental/behaviaalth and provided
appropriate services to meet all of the child(remjentified mental/behavioral
health needs.

Reviewer Comments:
&~ Documentation clearly addresses the agency’s aftorassess the child’s
mental/behavioral health needs.
&~ Documentation identified the child’s needs andcaatkd the agency’s efforts to address the
child’s mental/behavioral needs as identified ia #ssessment.
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Southeast Service Area CFSR Review - Results Table:

Review Period: April 1% 2009 — April 5™ 2010

Number of Reviews: 14 cases (8 Foster Care, 6 In Home)

PERFORMANCE ITEM RESULTS

* Figures displayed may not total 100 percent dueto rounding.

Item Ratings (#) Item Ratings (%)
Performance Item S ANI N/A S ANl N/A
ltem1- | Timeliness of initiating investigations 8 2 4 80% 20% 29%
Item 2: Repeat maltreatment 7 0 7 100% 0% 50%
ltem 3: Services to family 10 3 1 77% 23% 7%
ltem 4. | Risk assessment and safety management 8 6 0 57% 43% 0%
ltem 5: Foster care re-entries 6 0 8 100% 0% S7%
Item 6: Stability of foster care placement 8 0 6 100% 0% 43%
ltem 7. Permanency goal for child S 3 6 63% 38% 43%
Item 8 Reunification, guardianship etc 3 4 7 43% S1% 50%
ltem 9: | Adoption 1 4 9 20% | 80% | 64%
ltem 10: | other planned permanent living arrangement 0 0 14 NA NA 100%
ltem 11° | proximity of foster care placement 8 0 6 100% 0% 43%
ltem 12: | placement with siblings 2 1 11 67% 33% 79%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 4 4 6 50% 50% 43%
ltem 14: | preserving connections S 3 6 63% 38% 43%
ltem 150 | Relative placement 4 2 8 67% 33% S57%
ltem 16: | Relationship of child in care with parents 4 4 6 50% 50% 43%
ltem 17: | Needs and services 8 6 0 S7% 43% 0%
ltem 18: | Chilg and family involvement in case planniflg 6 8 0 43% 57% 0%
ltem 19: | caseworker visits with child 6 8 0 43% S1% 0%
ltem 20: | Caseworker visits with parent(s) 4 10 0 29% 1% 0%
ltem 21: | Equcational needs of the child 8 0 6 100% 0% 43%
ltem 22: | physical health of the child 6 5 3 S55% | 45% | 21%
ltem 23: | Mentalibehavioral health of the child 9 0 5 100% | 0% 36%
OUTCOME RESULTS
* 95 % isthetarget goal for each outcome.
COUNTS (#) PERCENTAGES (%
Performance Outcome SA PA NACH N/A SA PA NACH N/A
Safety 1 (Items 1-2) 8 1 1 4 80% 10% 10% 29%
Safety 2 (Items 3-4 8 3 3 0 57% 21% 21% 0%
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 1 7 0 6 13% 88% 0% 43%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-1¢) 4 4 0 6 50% 50% 0% 43%
Wellbeing 1 (Items 17-20) 3 8 3 0 21% 57% 21% 0%
Wellbeing 2 (Item 21 8 0 0 6 100% 0% 0% 43%
Wellbeing 3 (Items 22-23) 8 3 2 1 62% 23% 15% 7%
KEY:
N/A = Not Applicable PA = Partially Achieved NACH Not Achieved
S = Strength SA = Substantially Achieved ANI =& Needing Improvement
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